REMARKS 

Claims 1-39 are now pending in the application. Claims 16-29 and 36-39 are allowed, 
while claims 1-15 and 30-35 stand rejected. In response to Applicants' amendment filed October 

16, 2006, the Examiner has issued a new Restriction Requirement, requiring election from 
among five allegedly independent inventions. 

No claims are amended. Claims 1-39 remain pending. 

Tevie Period for Reply 

Applicants believe they have a 6 month period from the mailing of the Restriction 
Requirement to reply without extension fee. AppHcants base their position on 35 U.S.C. § 133, 
establishing that an application becomes abandoned upon failure of the Applicant to prosecute it 
within 6 months of any action, or within such shorter time, not less than 30 days, as fixed by the 
Director in such action. Applicants note that no such shorter time is indicated in the present 
action. Nevertheless, Applicants are replying to the Restriction Requirement within 30 days, as 
provided in 35 U.S.C. § 133. No extension fee is due. 

Restriction Requirement 

After noting the allowability of claims 16-29 and 36-39, and after considering 
Applicants' arguments in the amendment of October 16, 2006 against the applied references, the 
Examiner has now issued a new requirement for restriction among five allegedly independent 
inventions. For the reasons discussed below, Applicants traverse the Restriction Requirement 
and request reconsideration. 

As required by office practice, Applicants elect Invention III, claims 16-29, drawn to a 
composite article, with traverse. 

The new Restriction Requirement is improper because the reasons for insisting upon 
restriction have not been met. According to the MPEP, every requirement to restrict has two 
aspects: 

1 . The reasons why each invention as claimed is either independent or distinct from 
the others, and 

2. The reasons why there would be a serious burden on the Examiner if Restriction 
is not required. MPEP § 808. 
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Applicants respectfully submit that the paper mailed August 31, 2007, has neither given the 
reasons why each invention is independent, nor has it established why there would be a serious 
burden if restriction is not required. 

First, the Restriction Requirement must set out why each invention is independent. 
Importantly, each relationship between independent or distinct inventions should be separately 
treated. MPEP § 808.01 , In particular, the reasons, relied on by the Examiner should be stated. 
A mere statement of conclusion is inadequate. Id. In light of the above requirements. Applicants 
respectfully submit the Examiner has not complied with the regulations for establishing a proper 
restriction. As noted, the claims are divided into five allegedly independent or distinct 
inventions. The paper of August 31 states that inventions I and III are related and that inventions 
I and IV are independent. The restrictions between Group I and III, and Group I and IV are 
properly laid out in that the paper gives reasons why the inventions are independent or distinct. 
However, for all of the other combinations of inventions, there is no such showing. Applicants 
respectfully submit the Restriction Requirement was improper and request it be withdrawn. 

Further, the paper of August 31 has not established that would be a serious burden if 
restriction is not required. Rather, section 6 of the paper merely states a burden exists in a 
conclusory manner. The existence of a serious burden is belied by the fact that the search of all 
five allegedly independent inventions has alreadv been earned out . Attention is respectfully 
drawn to the fact that claims 1-39 have been prosecuted to a Final Office Action, tlie finality 
having been withdrawn after a Request for Pre-Appeal Review and another Non-Final Office 
Action given. In fact, the Examining Corps has indicated that claims 16-29 and 36-39 are 
allowed. Applicants respectfully submit that, having searched and examined all of the alleged 
inventions and allowed claims to two of them (claims 16-29 and 36-39), the Office can not allege 
at this stage that there is a serious burden if restriction is not required. 

Because the August 31, 2007 paper has not properly laid out the reasons why each 
invention is either independent or distinct and has not provided a sufficient reason why 
restriction is required, the requirement for restriction at this time in prosecution is improper. 
AppUcants respectfully request the Restriction Requirement be withdrawn and all of the claims 
rejoined and examined together. 

In light of their traverse of the Restriction Requirement, Applicants have not cancelled 
claims drawn to the non-elected inventions. Rather, claims 1-15 and 30-39 drawn to the non- 
elected inventions are listed as "withdrawn." 
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Amendments of October 16. 2006 

Attention is drawn to the Amendment filed October 16, 2006, which is incorporated 
herein by reference. For the reasons discussed in their amendment of October 16, 2006, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1-39 are patentable over the art of record. For the 
reasons given there and in previous prosecution, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration 
of the claim rejections and passage of all the claims to an allowable condition. 



Conclusion 

Further and favorable consideration is urgently solicited. The Examiner is invited to 
telephone the undersigned if that would be helpful in resolving any issue. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: September 26, 2007 By: /Mark A. Frentrup/ 

Anna M. Budde, Reg. No. 35,085 
Mark A. Frentrup, Reg. No. 41,026 
Attorneys for Applicant 

Harness, Dickjey & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248) 64M600 

Correspondence Address: 

Kathryn A. Marra 

General Motors Corporation 

Legal Staff - Mail Code 482-C23-B21 

PO Box 300 - 300 Renaissance Center 

Detroit, Michigan 48265-3000 

Ph: 313-665^4708 

Fax: 313-665-4976 
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